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'OFFICE  OF  PUBLIC  INSTRUCTION' 

STATE  CAPITOL 

HELENA,  MONTANA  59620 

(406)  444-3095 


Nancy  Keenan 
Superintendent 


March    19,     1990 


Dear  Friends: 

During  January  of  1990,  Regional  Education  Meetings  were  held  in 
Glendive,  Havre,  Billings,  Lewistown,  Missoula,  Columbia  Falls  and 
Butte.  At  these  meetings,  local  volunteers  were  trained  to  serve 
as  facilitators  during  small  group  discussions  and  record  group 
information  in  a  consistent  manner  from  site  to  site.  The 
facilitators  also  completed  individual  forms,  which  were 
incorporated  with  the  group  data. 

My  office  compiled  the  data  into  a  report,  which  I  submitted  on 
February  16  to  Governor  Stan  Stephens.  A  copy  of  the  full  report, 
including  the  compiled  statistical  data  from  each  site,  is 
available  at  your  district  superintendent's  office.  This  summary 
of  that  report  provides  you  an  overview  of  the  participants' 
comments. 

Montana  educators  are  doing  a  fine  job  of  preparing  our  children 
for  the  future  —  that  message  came  through  loud  and  clear  at  the 
Regional  Education  Meetings.  Participants  throughout  the  state 
consistently  gave  their  schools  a  resounding  vote  of  confidence. 
It  is  also  clear,  however,  that  we  face  challenges  in  several  areas 
—  particularly  regarding  equalization,  at-risk  students,  gifted 
and  talented  education,  and  parental  involvement.  I  firmly  believe 
that  by  working  together,  we  can  meet  those  challenges. 

If  you  have  questions,  or  if  I  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please 
don't  hesitate  to  call. 


Sincerely, 


Affirmative  Action — EEO  Employer 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2011  with  funding  from 

Montana  State  Library 


http://www.archive.org/details/reporttogovernor19902keen 
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I.   GROUP  PROFILE 

A  total  of  2,252  group  participants  and  facilitators  were 
involved  in  group  discussions  at  seven  sites:  Glendive,  Havre, 
Billings,  Lewistown,  Missoula,  Columbia  Falls,  and  Butte.  The 
compiled  responses  represent  2,059  Montanans. 

The  participants  represented  a  cross  section  of  school  size: 
32  percent  from  large  schools,  43  percent  from  medium-sized 
schools,  and  25  percent  from  small  schools.  More  than  half  (59%) 
the  participants  had  children  in  public  schools  while  5  percent  had 
children  in  non-public  schools.  An  additional  36  percent  had  no 
children  in  school.  Over  80  percent  had  visited  a  school  during 
class  time  in  the  past  year;  an  additional  8  percent  had  visited 
between  1  to  5  years  ago.  Only  11  percent  had  visited  more  than 
5  years  ago  or  did  not  respond. 

Sixty-two  percent  of  the  participants  indicated  they  were 
directly  involved  in  education  as  school  board  members,  teachers, 
administrators,  or  other  employees  of  a  school  district.  The 
remaining  38  percent  were  not  directly  involved. 

The  participants  were  asked  to  grade  schools  in  the  same 
manner  the  Gallup  Poll  asks  for  grading  of  schools.  In  all  7 
locations,  local  schools  received  grades  of  A  and  B  from  over  80 
percent  of  the  participants,  averaging  42  percent  A  and  42.4 
percent  B.  An  additional  9.5  percent  graded  local  schools  as  C. 
The  participants  gave  slightly  lower  grades  to  Montana  schools,  but 
still  69  percent  graded  A  and  B,  and  19  percent  graded  C. 
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I.   GROUP  PROFILE 


Data  compiled  by  the  MONTANA  OFFICE  OF  PUBLIC  INSTRUCTION 


NUMBER 

OF 

Number  i 

n  Compi 

i led  Responses 

COMMUNITY 

DATE 

TOTAL 

1 

PARTICIPANTS 

FACILITATORS 

Participants 

Faci I i tators 

GLENDIVE 

1/16/90 

300 

266 

34 

266 

12 

HAVRE 

1/17/90 

371 

329 

42 

329 

12 

BILLINGS 

1/18/90 

315 

284 

31 

259 

15 

LEUISTOWN 

1/23/90 

207 

184 

23 

184 

12 

MISSOULA 

1/24/90 

425 

385 

40 

385 

24 

COL  FALLS 

1/25/90 

344 

316 

28 

291 

16 

BUTTE 

1/30/90 

290 
2,252 

261 

2,025 

PERCENT 

OF 

RESP 

29 
227 

243 
1,957 

11 
102 

--school 

size 

-- 

-chi Idren  in  sch 

ool 

-most  recent 

classtime  visit- 

educa-re 

lated 

COMMUNITY 

Large   Medium 

Small 

Public 

Non-pub 

None 

past  yr  1-5 

yrs 

5+  yr 

N/R 

yes 

no 

GLENDIVE 

0% 

70% 

30% 

59% 

5% 

36% 

76% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

65% 

35% 

HAVRE 

12% 

52% 

36% 

58% 

5% 

38% 

82% 

10% 

5% 

3% 

62% 

38% 

BILLINGS 

447. 

32% 

24% 

53% 

5% 

42% 

86% 

4% 

4% 

6% 

60% 

39% 

LEWISTOWN 

17o 

49% 

50% 

63% 

8% 

30% 

68% 

24% 

5% 

3% 

54% 

46% 

MISSOULA 

62% 

23% 

15% 

57% 

5% 

38% 

88% 

6% 

1% 

5% 

60% 

41% 

COL  FALLS 

27% 

53% 

20% 

64% 

5% 

31% 

83% 

4% 

3% 

10% 

62% 

38% 

BUTTE 

62% 

29% 

9% 

61% 

3% 

36% 

79% 

5% 

4% 

12% 

68% 

32% 

OVERALL 

32% 

43% 

25% 

59% 

5% 

36% 

81% 

8% 

4% 

7% 

62% 

38% 

-Local 

-  llKMUl 

NU  rUOLlL 

ontana 

schools- 

COMMUNITY 

A 

B 

C 

D 

F 

N/R 

A 

B 

C 

D 

F 

N/R 

GLENDIVE 

46.0% 

39.0% 

9.0% 

1.0% 

1.0% 

4.0% 

16.0% 

58.0% 

20.0% 

2.0% 

1 . 0% 

3.0% 

HAVRE 

47.0% 

39.0% 

10.0% 

0.3% 

0.0% 

3.7% 

16.0% 

59.0% 

14.0% 

0.6% 

0.0% 

10.4% 

BILLINGS 

50.0% 

38.0% 

6.0% 

0.4% 

0.0% 

5.6% 

11.0% 

65.0% 

13.0% 

0.7% 

0.4% 

9.9% 

LEUISTOUN 

45.0% 

36.0% 

10.0% 

0.5% 

0.0% 

8.5% 

8.0% 

61.0% 

22.0% 

1.0% 

0.0% 

8.0% 

MISSOULA 

33.0% 

48.0% 

11.0% 

1.0% 

0.2% 

6.8% 

5.0% 

53.0% 

25.0% 

1.0% 

0.0% 

16.0% 

COL  FALLS 

38.0% 

50.0% 

7.0% 

1.0% 

0.0% 

4.0% 

12.0% 

56.0% 

20.0% 

1.0% 

0.0% 

11.0% 

BUTTE 

40.0% 

42.0% 

13.0% 

0.4% 

0.0% 

4.6% 

8.0% 

64.0% 

21.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

7.0% 

MI  OVERALL 

42.1% 

42.4% 

9.5% 

0 . 7% 

0.2% 

5.2% 

10.8% 

58.8% 

19.4% 

0.9% 

0.2% 

9.9% 

II.   LOCAL  SCHOOLS 

Participants  and  facilitators  discussed  what  concerned  them 
and  what  they  liked  best  about  local  schools  and  Montana  schools. 
Discussion  topics  were  recorded  and  given  scores  representing  the 
level  of  interest  and  participation  in  the  discussion  topic.  Many 
items  were  discussed  in  each  location,  with  some  topics  engendering 
a  high  level  of  interest  and  involvement  across  the  state. 

The  major  common  concern  at  the  local  level,  tallied  by 
magnitude  of  interest  and  involvement,  involved  financial  issues, 
and  centered  on  equalization  and  equity  issues  as  well  as  lack  of 
funding  and  stable  sources  of  revenue.  A  second  major  concern 
involved  special  needs  programs  -  gifted,  at  risk,  latchkey,  early 
childhood,  day  care.  A  third  concern  involved  program  structure  - 
student/teacher  ratios  and  facilities  issues.  Concerns  about 
parent  and  community  involvement  as  well  as  teacher  evaluation, 
tenure,  and  salaries  were  also  common  major  issues. 

State-level  concerns  were  similar  to  local  concerns;  financial 
issues  were  primary,  but  an  additional  state-level  concern  was  lack 
of  funding  for  state  mandates.  Concerns  for  parent  and  community 
involvement  were  second  (4th  at  the  local  level)  and  included  an 
additional  emphasis  on  local  control.  Program  structure  was  the 
third  major  issue  (also  3rd  locally) ,  but  consolidation  issues  were 
emphasized  at  the  state  level.  Major  state-level  concerns  also 
included  teacher  evaluation,  tenure,  and  salaries;  special  needs 
programs  -  gifted  and  at  risk;  messages  to  state  officials 
requesting  non-political  cooperation  to  give  priority  attention  to 
relevant  educational  issues;  and  concern  that  our  students  are 
being  judged  on  test  scores  and  must  leave  Montana  because  of  lack 
of  opportunity  in  the  state. 

The  best-liked  items  about  local  schools  included  a 
recognition  that  the  teachers  and  administrators  are  caring, 
quality,  and  dedicated  to  the  business  of  education  and  children. 
Second  best  was  the  involvement  and  support  of  communities  and 
parents  for  schools,  third  was  the  quality  and  atmosphere  provided 
by  the  curriculum  and  programs  of  the  schools,  and  fourth  was  the 
quality  of  the  students  and  their  academic  ability  and  character. 

Participants  liked  the  same  things  about  Montana  schools  as 
they  liked  about  local  schools,  but  in  different  order  and 
including  an  additional  item  for  Montana  schools.  The  first  best 
at  the  state  level  was  the  quality  of  the  product  -  the  students 
themselves,  their  academics  and  work  ethic  (4th  at  the  local 
level)  .  The  second  best  was  the  community  and  its  support, 
commitment,  and  pride  in  the  schools  (also  2nd  at  the  local  level)  , 
as  well  as  the  amount  of  local  control  they  currently  exercise.  The 
quality  of  the  teachers  and  administrators  was  third  (1st  at  the 
local  level) ,  and  the  quality  of  curriculum  and  program  was  fourth 
(3rd  at  the  local  level) .  In  addition,  the  state  of  Montana  was 
noted  as  one  of  the  best  things  about  Montana  schools  -  a  wonderful 
state,  fewer  problems,  easier  to  have  an  effect. 


REGIONAL  EDUCATIONAL  MEETINGS,  JANUARY  1990 
I I .   LOCAL  SCHOOLS  and  MONTANA  SCHOOLS  -   SUMMARY 


1.  CONCERNED  ABOUT  -  LOCAL  SCHOOLS  Maximum  magnitude:   2,725 

TOTAL  SCORE 
Category  MAJOR  SUMMARIZED  ISSUES  By  magnitude 


FINANCE 

Equalization  422 

Lack  of  funds,  lack  of  stable  sources,  taxes  845 


—  1,267 


PROGRAMS  -  SPECIAL  NEEDS 

Gifted,  advanced  39G 

At  risk,  dropout,  drug/alcohol  programs  692 

Latchkey,  early  childhood,  day  care  72 


1,160 


PROGRAMS  -  STRUCTURE 

Student/teacher  ratio  678 

Shortage  of  facilities,  costs  of  building  173 


PARENTS  &  COMMUNITY 

Parent  involvement,  skills  447 

Community  relationships  with  schools  281 


TEACHERS 

Evaluation,  tenure,  quality  419 

Pay,  salaries  252 


851 


728 


671 


2.  LIKE  BEST  -  LOCAL  SCHOOLS  Maximum  magnitude:   2,72  5 

TOTAL  SCORE 
Category  MAJOR  SUMMARIZED  ISSUES  By  magnitude 


PERSONNEL 

Teachers  dedicated,  caring,  quality,  strong         1,473 
Administrators  excellent,  good  management  233 


1,706 


INVOLVEMENT 

Community  commitment,  pass  levies,  support  414 

Parents  involved,  cooperative,  committed  364 

School  accessible  331 


1,109 


PROGRAM  &  CURRICULUM 

Meeting  needs,  high  quality  425 

Good  environment,  atmosphere,  Individ,  attention       193 


STUDENTS 

Academically  excellent,  high  test  scores,  etc.         441 
Good  kids,  low  dropout,  etc.  141 


618 


582 


CONCERNED  ABOUT  -  MONTANA  SCHOOLS 


Category 


MAJOR  SUMMARIZED  ISSUES 


Maximum  magnitude:   2,725 

TOTAL  SCORE 

By  magnitude 


FINANCE 


Equalization 

Funding  for  mandates 

Lack  of  funds,  lack  of  stable  sources,  taxes 


PARENTS  &  COMMUNITY 

Parent  involvement,  skills 
Community  relationships  with  schools 
Local  Control 


PROGRAMS 


STRUCTURE 

Student/teacher  ratio 
Consolidation  issues 


TEACHERS 


PROGRAMS 


Evaluation,  tenure,  quality 
Pay,  salaries 


SPECIAL  NEEDS 

Gifted,  advanced 

At  risk,  dropout,  drug/alcohol  programs 


MESSAGES  TO  STATE  OFFICIALS 

Work  together  -  Governor,  OPI,  B  of  PE,  B  of  R 

to  keep  party  politics  out  of  education  issues 
Education  should  be  first,  not  last  on  legis  agenda 
Proposals  not  relevant  to  current  Montana 


764 
620 
748 


447 
281 

237 


2,  132 


161 
625 


419 
252 


132 
309 


191 
110 
126 


965 


786 


671 


441 


427 


STUDENTS 


Leaving  the  state,  no  jobs 

Are  tests  a  good  measure  of  success 


113 
127 


240 


4.   LIKE  BEST  -  MONTANA  SCHOOLS  Maximum  magnitude:   2,72  5 

TOTAL  SCORE 
Category  MAJOR  SUMMARIZED  ISSUES  By  magnitude 


STUDENTS 

Good  product,  high  test  scores  &  academics  779 

Good  kids,  low  dropout,  work  ethic  160 


939 


INVOLVEMENT 

Community  &  parent  commitment,  involvement,  pride      218 
School  accessible,  open  237 

Local  control  231 

686 

PERSONNEL 

Teachers  and  administrators  dedicated,  quality  658 

PROGRAM  S  CURRICULUM 

High  standards,  quality  363 

Good  environment,  atmosphere,  Individ,  attention       171 

534 

MONTANA 

Wonderful  state,  fewer  problems,  easier  to  affect  384 


III.   GOVERNOR'S  PROPOSALS 

Group  participants  discussed  the  good  points,  the  concerns, 
and  the  needs  for  implementation  of  each  of  the  Governor's  five 
separate  proposals  for  Choice,  Report  Cards,  Local  Control, 
Alternative  Certification,  and  Merit  Pay.  The  discussion  topics 
were  recorded  and  scored  by  level  of  interest  and  participation  in 
the  topic  discussion.  Several  topics  indicated  high  levels  of 
interest  and  participation  statewide. 

The  most  commonly  raised  good  points  about  Choice  were  the 
involvement  of  parents  in  education,  college  credits  for  seniors, 
and  allowing  access  to  a  broader  curriculum.  The  major  concerns 
included  the  logistics  of  scheduling,  planning,  budgeting; 
recruitment  of  athletes;  and  equalization  issues.  Guidance  for 
structured  planning  and  funding  were  expressed  as  needs  if  the 
proposal  were  implemented.  Participants  also  frequently  remarked 
that  Montana  currently  has  all  the  choice  geography  will  allow,  and 
that  the  proposal  does  not  fit  Montana. 

The  participants  felt  the  Report  Card  proposal  would  commu- 
nicate information  about  schools  to  the  public,  provide  accounta- 
bility, and  point  out  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  schools.  The 
primary  concerns  were  that  comparisons  would  be  made  between 
schools  of  very  different  sizes,  settings,  and  student  demograph- 
ics; that  standardized  test  scores  would  become  the  base  of  the 
report;  and  that  the  purpose  for  the  report  card  was  unclear.  If 
the  proposal  were  to  be  implemented,  participants  felt  a  need  to 
determine  the  purpose  for  the  report,  plan  and  secure  input,  and 
inform  and  educate  the  public  to  understand  the  report.  In 
addition,  participants  questioned  the  need  for  a  required  report, 
found  this  not  a  good  proposal,  and  did  not  want  it  implemented. 

Participants  generally  indicated  the  good  points  about  Local 
Control  were  that  local  people  are  better  able  to  determine  local 
needs,  and  that  the  proposal  would  save  money  and  paperwork. 
Concerns  centered  on  the  need  for  maintaining  regulations  to 
provide  consistency;  the  possible  loss  of  funding,  specifically  for 
special  education;  and  the  need  for  oversight  of  local  policy 
makers.  To  implement  this  proposal  the  participants  felt  that 
local  awareness,  training,  and  available  financing  would  be 
necessary.  Participants  also  expressed  a  common  concern  with  the 
vagueness  and  lack  of  clarity  of  the  proposal. 

Alternative  Certification  was  considered  good  because  of  the 
potential  use  of  untapped  talent  in  the  community,  having  personnel 
in  specialty  areas,  and  providing  options  for  small,  rural 
districts.  A  consensus  of  concern  at  all  sites  was  that  teaching 
involves  much  more  than  subject  matter  knowledge,  and  that 
standards,  guidelines,  and  training  plans  must  be  established 
before  placing  people  in  the  classroom.  Participants  also 
discussed  the  lack  of  need  for  this  proposal  in  Montana  because 
there  is  no  teacher  shortage,  a  process  is  currently  available,  and 
the  proposal  is  not  good. 


10 


The  concept  underlying  the  Merit  Pay  proposal  was  considered 
as  good  because  of  the  intent  to  reward  hard  work  and  excellence. 
But  participants  proposed  that  the  financial  award  be  given  to 
teaching  teams  or  schools,  not  individuals,  based  on  objective 
criteria  and  a  peer  or  committee  review  process.  Concerns  centered 
on  the  divisiveness  and  competition  that  may  arise  among  teachers 
in  a  setting  which  reguires  teamwork  and  cooperation.  Participants 
also  were  concerned  with  the  source  of  funding  for  the  proposal. 

Respondents  ranked  each  proposal  from  high  to  low  as  to  its 
value  both  locally  and  at  a  statewide  level.  The  level  of 
importance  changed  very  little  from  local  to  state  level,  less  than 
3  percent  in  most  instances. 

More  than  7  0  percent  of  the  respondents  ranked  the  Governor's 
proposals  on  Choice,  Alternative  Certification,  and  Merit  Pay  as 
very  low  in  importance;  only  5  percent  or  less  ranked  these 
proposals  as  very  high.  Approximately  60  percent  ranked  the 
proposal  on  Report  Cards  as  very  low  and  approximately  5  percent 
ranked  the  proposal  as  high.  The  proposal  on  Local  Control 
received  the  most  support  with  7  percent  ranking  it  very  high  and 
48  percent  ranking  the  proposal  very  low.  Additional  topics  were 
chosen  for  discussion  by  some  participants  and  included  low  ranking 
for  the  Governor's  package  of  proposals  and  high  ranking  for  a 
combination  of  the  issues  of  consolidation,  tenure,  funding,  school 
nurse,  and  preschool. 
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REGIONAL    EDUCATION   MEETINGS,    JANUARY    1990 
III.       GOVERNOR'S    PROPOSALS    -    SUMMARY 

CHOICE 


1.   WHAT  IS  GOOD  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

Involves  parents  in  education 

Provides  college  credits  for  high  school  seniors 

Will  allow  access  to  broader  curriculum 

Find  nothing  good  in  this  proposal 


SCORE 

103 
77 
66 
63 


2.   WHAT  IS  THE  CONCERN  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

The  logistics  of  planning  -  transportation, 
budgeting,  scheduling,  facility  use 

Athletes  will  be  recruited  by  schools 

Equalization  issues  because  of  major 

benefit  to  wealthy  and  large  districts 

Not  a  Montana  issue,  not  feasible  -  we  have 

all  that  Montana's  geography  can  handle 


361 
336 

305 

167 


3.   WHAT  IS  NEEDED  TO  PUT  PROPOSAL  IN  PLACE 

Policies,  limits,  guidance  for  logistics 
Structured  funding 


212 
138 


REPORT    CARDS 
1.   WHAT  IS  GOOD  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 


Will  communicate  information,  provide  awareness 
Will  provide  for  accountability 
Find  nothing  good  in  this  proposal 
Will  point  out  strengths  and  weaknesses 

2.  WHAT  IS  THE  CONCERN  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

Test  scores  are  too  limited  to  use  as  basis 
Shouldn't  compare  dissimilar  schools,  environments 
Question  the  purpose  for  this  proposal 

3.  WHAT  IS  NEEDED  TO  PUT  PROPOSAL  IN  PLACE 

Determine  purpose  for  this  and  do  planning 
Educate  and  gather  community  and  parent  input 
Do  not  put  this  proposal  in  place 


SCORE 

229 

118 

95 

89 


296 
237 
107 


175 

162 

65 


12 


LOCAL 


CONTROL 


1.   WHAT  IS  GOOD  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

Local  people  know  local  needs 
Will  save  money 

Will  provide  for  less  paperwork 
Not  a  good  proposal 


SCORE 

161 
73 
58 
54 


2.   WHAT  IS  THE  CONCERN  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

Need  some  regulations  for  consistency 
Will  mean  loss  of  funding 
Some  oversight  of  local  decision  makers 
Too  vague,  unclear 


230 

125 

99 

87 


3.   WHAT  IS  NEEDED  TO  PUT  PROPOSAL  IN  PLACE 

Can't  tell  what's  needed,  too  vague 

Need  local  awareness,  training,  and  input 

Need  funding  that  has  no  strings  attached 


141 

141 

93 


ALTERNATIVE 


CERTIFICATION 


1.  WHAT    IS    GOOD    ABOUT    THIS    PROPOSAL  SCORE 

Use  untapped,  talented  community  people  240 

Use  these  people  in  speciality  areas  -  vo-ed,  etc.  173 

Provide  options  for  small,  rural  districts  94 

Nothing  good  about  this  proposal  85 

2.  WHAT  IS  THE  CONCERN  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

More  to  teaching  than  subject  matter  knowledge  830 

Need  standards  and  qualification  guidelines  200 

Do  not  need  because  there  is  no  shortage  of  teachers  91 


3.   WHAT  IS  NEEDED  TO  PUT  PROPOSAL  IN  PLACE 

Set  guidelines,  standards  234 

Need  training  for  those  alternatively  certified  92 

Don't  want  it,  don't  do  it,  don't  need  it  in  Montana  84 


13 


MERIT    PAY 
WHAT  IS  GOOD  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL  SCORE 


It  rewards  hard  work  and  excellence  218 

The  concept  and  theory  are  good  93 

Nothing  good  about  this  proposal  50 

2.  WHAT  IS  THE  CONCERN  ABOUT  THIS  PROPOSAL 

Divisiveness  and  lack  of  cooperation  between  teachers     492 

Criteria  needs  to  be  established  407 

Will  become  a  popularity  contest,  political  148 

How  will  these  costs  be  funded  123 

3.  WHAT  IS  NEEDED  TO  PUT  PROPOSAL  IN  PLACE 

Need  objective  criteria  219 

Need  a  peer  or  committee  review  process  115 

Should  do  group  or  school  rewards  85 

Need  funding  to  put  this  in  place  78 


lA 


STATE  SUMMARY 


GROUP    ID 


CHOICE 

4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

LOW  HIGH      LOW 

[______  LOCALLY  ------     --. 

NUMBER    12       3       4       5       1 


HIGH 


-  TO  MONTANA   -  - 
2       3       4 


] 


GLENDIVE 


HAVRE 


BILLINGS 


LEWISTOWN 


MISSOULA 


COLUMBIA  FALLS 


BUTTE 


278 

22 
81.5% 

4 
14.8% 

1 
3.7% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

21 
95.5% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

4 

1 
.5% 

0 

0 
.0% 

341 

58 
95.1% 

1 
1.5% 

1 
1.6% 

1 
1.6% 

0 
0.0% 

56 
91.8% 

4 
6.6% 

0 
0.0% 

1 

1 
.6% 

0 

0 
.0% 

274 

49 
79.0% 

1 
1.6% 

3 
4.8% 

4 
6.5% 

5 
8.1% 

49 
79.0% 

2 
3.2% 

3 
4.8% 

4 

3 
.8% 

8 

5 
.1% 

196 

28 
77.8% 

3 
8.3% 

3 
8.3% 

1 
2.8% 

1 
2.8% 

26 
74.3% 

3 
8.6% 

5 
14.3% 

2, 

1 
.9% 

0. 

0 
.0% 

409 

57 
53.3% 

16 
15.0% 

18 
16.8% 

6 
5.6% 

10 
9.3% 

64 
61.0% 

15 
14.3% 

17 
16.2% 

1, 

2 
.9% 

6, 

7 
.7% 

307 

47 
92.2% 

3 
5.9% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
2.0% 

47 
92.2% 

1 
2.0% 

2 
3.9% 

0. 

0 
,  0% 

2, 

1 
.0% 

254 

53 

81.5% 

2 

3.1% 

5 
7.7% 

2 
3.1% 

3 
4.6% 

42 
65.6% 

11 
17.2% 

7 
10.9% 

3. 

2 

.  1% 

3. 

2 

.  1% 

STATE  TOTAL      2,059     314 


30 


31      14      20     305      36      34      10      15 


%  OF  RESPONSES 


76.8% 

LOW 

[ 

1 


7.3%    7.6% 


-  -  LOCALLY 
2       3 


3.4%    4.9%   76.3% 

HIGH    LOW 

4       5       1 
CHOICE 


9.0%    8.5%    2.5%    3.8% 

HIGH 

-  -  ] 
5 


-  TO  MONTANA   - 
2       3       4 
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STATE    SUMMARY 


GROUP    ID 


REPORT 

4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

LOW  HIGH 

[______  LOCALLY  ------ 

NUMBER    12       3       4       5 


CARDS 


LOW 

-  -  -  -  -  TO  MONTANA 
12       3 


HIGH 
5 


GLENDIVE 


HAVRE 


BILLINGS 


LEWISTOWN 


MISSOULA 


BUTTE 


278      46  10  14  8  6  38  13  17  4  9 

54.8%  11.9%  16.7%  9.5%  7.1%  46.9%  16.0%  21.0%  4.9%  11.1% 

341      33  21  6  3  1  33  19  6  1  2 

51.6%  32.8%  9.4%  4.7%  1.6%  54.1%  31.1%  9.8%  1.6%  3.3% 

274      49  12  17  8  1  34  16  10  7  3 

56.3%  13.8%  19.5%  9.2%  1.1%  48.6%  22.9%  14.3%  10.0%  4.3% 

196      20  1  7  1  10  19  2  7  1  11 

51.3%  2.6%  17.9%  2.6%  25.6%  47.5%  5.0%  17.5%  2.5%  27.5% 

409              86  7324  81  9324 

84.3%  6.9%  2.9%  2.0%  3.9%  81.8%  9.1%  3.0%  2.0%  4.0% 


COLUMBIA    FALLS  307 


30  23  7  7  1  50  8  1  8  1 

44.1%       33.8%       10.3%       10.3%  1.5%       73.5%       11.8%  1.5%       11.8%  1.5% 


254  38  9  6  3  4  34  12  3  3  3 

63.3%       15.0%       10.0%         5.0%         6.7%      61.8%      21.8%         5.5%         5.5'i         5.5% 


STATE    TOTAL  2,059  302 


60  32  27  289  79  47  26  33 


%    OF   RESPONSES  59.9%       16.5%       11.9%         6.3%         5.4%      61.0%       16.7%         9.9%         5.5%         7.0% 

LOW  HIGH 

[______    LOCALLY    ------]        [--___    TO   MONTANA      -----] 

1234512345 

REPORT         CARDS 


16 


STATE    SUMMARY 


GROUP  ID 


LOCAL   CONTROL 

4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

LOW  HIGH      LOW 

[______  LOCALLY  ------     _____X0  MONTANA 

NUMBER         12345123 


HIGH 

-  -  ] 
5 


GLENDIVE 


HAVRE 


BILLINGS 


LEWISTOWN 


MISSOULA 


BUTTE 


278       0       2      26      21       8       0       3      24      27       8 
0.0%    3.5%   45.6%   36.8%   14.0%    0.0%    4.8%   38.7%   43.5%   12.9% 

341  15  19  75164  13  5 

2.7%       13.5%       51.4%       18.9%       13.5%         3.4%      20.7%       13.8%      44.8%       17.2% 

274  18  0465  18  0485 

54.5%         0.0%       12.1%       18.2%       15.2%       51.4%         0.0%       11.4%       22.9%       14.3% 

196  9720184401 

47.4%      36.8%       10.5%         0.0%         5.3%      47.1%      23.5%      23.5%         0.0%         5.9% 

409  51  3200  49  4300 

91.1%         5.4%         3.6%         0.0%         0.0%      87.5%         7.1%         5.4%         0.0%         0.0% 


COLUMBIA    FALLS  307 


32  5130  28  7510 

78.0%      12.2%         2.4%         7.3%         0.0%      68.3%       17.1%       12.2%         2.4%         0.0^ 


254  21  3621  20  3811 

63.6%        9.1%      18.2%        6.1%         3.0%      60.6%        9.1%      24.2%         3.0%         3.0% 


STATE    TOTAL  2,059  132  25  60  39  20  124  27  52  50  20 


%    OF   RESPONSES  47.8%         9.1%      21.7%       14.1%         7.2%      45.4%         9.9%       19.0%       18.3%         7.3"i 

LOW  HIGH 

[______    LOCALLY    ------]        [_____    xo    MONTANA      -----] 

1234512345 

LOCAL      CONTROL 
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STATE  SUMMARY 


GROUP  ID 


ALTERNATIVE 
4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 
LOW  HIGH 


CERTIFICATION 


[-  - 
NUMBER    1 


-  -  LOCALLY 
2       3 


LOW 
1 


-  TO  MONTANA   -  - 
2       3       4 


HIGH 


] 


GLENDIVE 


HAVRE 


BILLINGS 


LEWISTOWN 


MISSOULA 


278      62  8  8 

61.4%  7.9%  7.9% 

341      58  10  13 

66.7%  11.5%  14.9% 

274      38  8  13 

55.1%  11.6%  18.8% 

196      16  19  11 

29.6%  35.2%  20.4% 

409      82  9  3 

87.2%  9.6%  3.2% 


7      16      51 
6.9%   15.8%   51.0% 


9      20 
9.0%   20.0% 


4 
4.6% 

5 
7.2% 


2  51  12  12 

2.3%  57.3%  13.5%  13.5% 

5  36  9  16 

7.2%  50.7%  12.7%  22.5% 


6 
6.0% 

11 
12.4% 

5 
7.0% 


13      18 


12 


3.7%   11.1%   23.6%   32.7%   21.8%   10.9% 

0       0      53      18      20       1 
0.0%    0.0%   57.0%   19.4%   21.5%    1.1% 


14 
14.0% 

3 
3.4% 

5 
7.0% 

6 
10.9% 

1 

1.1% 


COLUMBIA  FALLS     307 


BUTTE 


254 


99  7  3  1 

90.0%  6.4%  2.7%  0.9% 

88  16  6  3 

75.2%  13.7%  5.1%  2.6% 


0     108 
0.0%   95.6% 


0 
0.0% 


4      87      16 
3.4%   74.4%   13.7% 


3 

2.  1% 

9 
1  .T^, 


2 

i.at 

3 
2.6% 


0 

0.0% 

2 

1.7% 


STATE  TOTAL      2,059     443      77      57      22      33     399      82      92      34 


31 


%    OF    RESPONSES 


70.1%       12.2%         9.0%         3.5%         5.2%      62.5%       12.9%       14.4%         5.3%         4.9S 

LOW  HIGH 

------    LOCALLY    ------]        [-----TO    MONTANA      -----] 

1234512345 
ALTERNATIVE  CERTIFICATION 
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STATE  SUMMARY 


GROUP  ID 


MERIT 
4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

I 

[- 
NUMBER 


PAY 


LOW 

CALLY  - 
3 

HIGH 
4       5 

LOW 

1 

-  TO  MONTANA 
2       3 

4 

-  - 

HIGH 

1 

2 

J 
5 

41 
89.1% 

1 
2.2% 

3 
6.5% 

1 
2.2% 

0 
0.0% 

42 
89.4% 

1 
2.1% 

3 
6.4% 

2 

1 
.  1% 

0 

0.0% 

42 
80.8% 

2 
3.8% 

3 
5.8% 

3 
5.8% 

2 
3.8% 

42 
80.8% 

1 
1.9% 

3 
5.8% 

5, 

3 
,8% 

3 
5.8% 

54 
72.0% 

3 
4.0% 

10 
13.3% 

0 
0.0% 

8 
10.7% 

53 
71.6% 

5 

6.8% 

8 
10.8% 

0, 

0 
.0% 

3 
10.8% 

22 
78.6% 

0 
0.0% 

2 

7.1% 

3 

10.7% 

1 
3.6% 

22 
78.6% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
3.6% 

14. 

4 
,3% 

1 
3.6% 

76 
96.2% 

2 
2.5% 

1 
1.3% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

76 

96.2% 

2 
2.5% 

1 
1.3% 

0. 

0 
.0% 

0 
0.0% 

108 
82.4% 

10 
7.6% 

7 
5.3% 

1 

0.8% 

5 
3.8% 

106 
83.5% 

9 
7.1% 

6 
4.7% 

1, 

2 

.6% 

4 
3.  1% 

37 
56.9% 

16 
24.6% 

6 
9.2% 

4 
6.2% 

2 
3.1% 

46 
70.8% 

10 
15.4% 

6 
9.2% 

3, 

2 
.  1% 

1 
1.5% 

GLENDIVE 


HAVRE 


BILLINGS 


LEWISTOWN 


MISSOULA 


278 


341 


274 


196 


409 


COLUMBIA  FALLS     307 


BUTTE 


254 


STATE  TOTAL      2,059     380      34      32      12      18     387      28      28      12      17 


%  OF  RESPONSES 


79.8% 
LOW 

1 


7.1%    6.7%    2.5%    3.8%   82.0%    5.9%    5.9%    2.5%    3.6% 

HIGH 

-  -  1 

5 


-  -  LOCALLY  ------]    [_____  TO  MONTANA   - 

23451234 
MERIT         PAY 
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STATE  SUMMARY 


GROUP  ID 
GLEHDIVE 


OTHER   -   Governor's  Proposals 

4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  ISSUES 

LOW  HIGH      LOW 

[______  LOCALLY  ------     _____xo  MONTANA 

NUMBER         12345123 

278  00000000 


HIGH 

] 

4  5 

0  0 


HAVRE 


341 


BILLINGS 


274  0100001000 

0.0%    100.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%    100.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0% 


LEWISTOWN 


196 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


MISSOULA 


409  21  0000  21  0000 

100.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%    100.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0'^ 


COLUMBIA    FALLS  307 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


BUTTE 


254 


STATE  TOTAL      2,059      22 


0     22 


%  OF  RESPONSES 


95.7%    4.3%    0.0%    0.0%    0.0%   95.7%    4.3%    0.0%    0.0%    0.0'i 


-  -  LOCALLY  ------     ____-xO  MONTANA   -  - 

23451234 
OTHER-   Governor's    Proposals 
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STATE  SUMMARY 


OTHER   -   Consolidation,  Tenure,  Funding,  School  Nurse,  Preschool 
4.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  ISSUES 

LOW  HIGH      LOW  HIGH 


GROUP  ID 

I 
NUMBER 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

J 

GLENDIVE 

278 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 

100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 

0 
.0% 

HAVRE 

341 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 

100.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

100, 

1 

.  0% 

BILLItJGS 

274 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 

100.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

100, 

1 

.0% 

LEWISTOWN 


196 


MISSOULA 


409  0010300004 

0.0%         0.0%      25.0%         0.0%      75.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%         0.0%    100.0^ 


COLUMBIA  FALLS     307 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


BUTTE 


254 


STATE  TOTAL      2,059 


%  OF  RESPONSES 


0.0%         0.0%      28.6%         0.0%      71.4%         0.0%         0.0%       14.3%         0.0%      85.7% 


[______  LOCALLY  ------     -----TO  MONTANA   -----  ] 

1234512345 
OTHER      -      Consolidation,    Tenure,    Funding,    School    Nurse,    Preschool 
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IV.   PRIMARY  MESSAGE 

Each  group  and  facilitator  was  given  the  opportunity  to  send 
a  primary  message  to  policy  makers.  Most  groups  provided  a  single 
primary  message;  some  provided  a  second  or  third  message.  The 
primary  messages  centered  on  the  importance  of  education  and 
funding  (63  percent)  with  a  focus  on  the  need  to  make  a  major 
commitment  to  education  which  would  incorporate  funding,  and 
provide  funding  for  state  mandates.  Other  messages  focused  on  the 
need  for  parent  and  community  involvement  and  local  control; 
maintaining  and  improving  the  current  system  and  implementing 
project  excellence;  concern  that  the  Governor's  proposals  are  not 
relevant  to  Montana  and  not  based  on  input  concerning  educational 
issues;  concerns  for  education  in  a  global  and  broader  social 
context;  concerns  for  academic  and  curriculum  issues;  and  a  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  educational 
discussion. 


22 


REGIONAL  EDUCATION  MEETINGS  -  PRIMARY  MESSAGES 
IV.   PRIMARY  MESSAGE  TO  EDUCATIONAL  POLICY  MAKERS  -  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  GROUPS  REPORTING:       109 


MOST  COMMON  PRIMARY  MESSAGES  -  AS  %  OF  GROUPS 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  63% 

Major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  49% 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  28% 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  20% 

Fund  what  is  mandated  20% 

Governor's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  19% 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  17% 

Forum  was  a  good  opportunity  10% 

Obtain  input  in  educational  issues  before  recommendations  8% 

Concern  for  students,  academics  &  curriculum  6% 


LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  GLENDIVE   1/16/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  15                                         NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  1 

Major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  6 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  3 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  3 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  2 

Concern  for  students,  academics  &  curriculum  6 

Obtain  input  in  educational  issues  1 

Better  evaluation  of  teachers,  tenure  issues  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  9 


LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  HAVRE   1/17/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  16                                         NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  1 

Major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  3 

Fund  what  is  mandated  4 

Forum  was  a  good  idea  1 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  8 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  6 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  1 

Better  evaluation  of  teachers,  tenure  issues  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  8 
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LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  BILLINGS   1/18/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  15  NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  1 

Major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  10 

Fund  what  is  mandated  2 

Forum  was  a  good  idea  1 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  1 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  4 

Get  input  before  dealing  with  education  issues  1 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context            8 

Accountability  2 

Consolidation  and  efficiency  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  12 


LOCAL  SUf-IMARY  -  LEWISTOWN   1/23/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  11  NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Need  major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding      4 

Fund  what  is  mandated  1 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  8 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  3 

Need  increased  funding  from  new  funding  source  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  8 


LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  MISSOULA   1/24/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  22                                         NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  10 

Need  major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  10 

Fund  what  is  mandated  7 

Forum  was  a  good  idea  6 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  5 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  5 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  2 

Get  input  before  dealing  with  education  issues  5 

Make  education  a  top  priority  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  12 
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LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  COLUMBIA  FALLS   1/25/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  15                                         NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  5 

Need  major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  8 

Fund  what  is  mandated  7 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  2 

Forum  was  a  good  idea  1 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  1 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  2 

Accountability  2 

Concern  for  students,  academics  &  curriculum  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  10 


LOCAL  SUMMARY  -  BUTTE   1/30/90 

NUMBER  OF  GROUPS:  15                                         NO.  OF  MESSAGES 

Gov's  proposals  not  current  Montana  issues  3 

Need  major  state  level  commitment  to  education,  with  funding  7 

Fund  what  is  mandated  1 

Maintain  and  improve  present  good  system,  project  excellence  5 

Forum  was  a  good  idea  2 

Parent  involvement,  local  control  4 

Get  input  first  on  education  issues  2 

Address  education  in  broader  social  &  economic  context  1 

[Combined  funding  concerns]  11 
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V.   DATA  SUMMARY 


The  participants  in  the  Montana  Regional  Education  Meetings 
represented  a  cross  section  of  school  size,  children  in  school,  and 
direct  involvement  in  education.  They  awarded  high  grades  to  local 
schools  and  nearly  as  high  grades  to  Montana  schools. 

Primary  concerns  about  schools  at  the  local  and  state  levels 
focused  on  funding  and  equalization  issues.  Concern  also  centered 
on  the  needs  of  the  gifted,  at  risk,  and  early  childhood  programs, 
as  well  as  parent  and  community  involvement,  local  control, 
consolidation  issues,  and  student/teacher  ratios. 

At  both  the  local  and  state  levels,  participants  liked  best 
the  commitment,  dedication,  and  quality  of  the  teachers  and 
administrators,  the  students,  the  curriculum,  the  parents  and 
community,  and  the  state  of  Montana. 

At  each  site  the  expression  of  concerns  for  each  of  the 
Governor's  five  proposals  outweighed  the  consideration  of  the  good 
qualities.  None  of  the  proposals  were  considered  highly  relevant 
to  local  and  state  schools,  and  all  were  ranked  very  low  by  the 
participants.  The  Local  Control  proposal  received  the  highest 
ranking  with  7  percent  rating  it  high  in  importance. 

The  primary  message  to  state  policy  makers  focused  on  giving 
high  priority  to  education  -  and  funding  that  priority. 


Dori  Nielson 
March  8,  1990 


